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Analysis of DOD Memorandum on
Military Assistance Programs - (MA?)

I. Summary of the DOD Memorandum

1. The primary purpose of MAP is to assist forward

defense countries in creating forces for external defense,

2. Secondiry objectives are to assist in creation of

internal socuriﬁy forces and as a quid pro quo for bases.
Milirary forces are one element of 2 broad range of mea-

sures required to cope with internal security. Thus, MAF

has a useful but limired rcle in relation to this purpose.

While MEF is preferred by most countries as gquid pro guo

for base rights, there are other possible means of payment

and these should be considered for the futurs,
3. A final purpose of MAP is to ''diapoae nations
favorably toward the US in their diplomacy, their public

sentiment, and the direction of their internal development.’

The pemorandum concludes that "to achieve & pro - US orien-

tation ..., stanﬂing alone iz not normally & sufficient
Sustification £o¥ a grant military equipwent program,”
On the other hand, training, particularly in the US, can
usefully serve this objective,

4. Whenavcrlcountriul have the abiliﬁj to pay,

sales aro‘gé fnrable to graat aid even if very liberal
i
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credit terms must be provided.

' 5. The progrems for Lsos, Thailand, NATO mflitary
1n£raatructurcland International Military Headquarters
should be transferred to the DOD budger.

6. We should provide no further grant aid to India
or Pakistan, |

7. Ve ahoﬁld phase out our grant military alﬁilt-
ance to Iran after FY 1969.

8. We should continue downward pressure on the
force levels of the Republic of China, and hold steady
on the Korean program as long as their participation
in Vietnam contiﬁnls.

9. Over the next four years we should gradually
phase out of grant military assistance in Latin Americas
with the exception of training.

10. 1In Africa we should continue to provide grant
aid only to the following six countries:

a. Ethiopia and Libyaanbecause of bases,

b. The Congo and Liberia to strengthen the
regimes and,

.. Tunisia and Morocco in view of.éhl Soviéf
equipped build-up in.Alg!ril.
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II. Policy Issuss Reised by the MAP Memorandum

A. Introduction

Secretary Mclamara's wemorandum on MAP raises two
broad issues. 6nn has to do with MAP chjectives and poli-
cias over the long run, the othér is related to programs
and program levels for FY 1968. This paper is concerned
with the objactives and policy issues only. “

This year's memorandum serves an extremsly useful
purpose by posini several fundsmental issues with respect
to the MAP progril,cvnr the leng run. This is an appro- -
priate time to review MAP objectiwss and policies for
several reasons:

- Con;rtssinnal pressures continue - to reduce MAP
appropriations and the number of countries receiving
;:.n:m assistance. Thess pressures cannot be ignored.

-- The paturs and locatisn of the threat to US
sscurity interests continues to changs. Whils the MAP
program already refliects this change (the Fnr‘inst now
received 431 of grant military assistance funds} the
current memorandum makes sxplicit the underlying threat
assumptions an,vhich MAP is based - 100.;'riduccd'£¢n-
sions with thn‘So;ilts a&d grouing Chinese capsbilities.
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. However, thﬁ projected MAP policies also pose the
following issues:
objectives

What are the nature and purposes of MAP, bow do
they relate to US security interest, and what priority
should be accerded to the various cbjectives of MAP?
How does the propossd direction of MAP policy relate to
actions mpon.d elsewhare in the DOD budget?

B, The Nature and Purposes of MAP

Secretary Mclizmara lists four principal purposes
of MAP:

1) to arm fﬂ.euh against the threat of external
attack,

2) to halp thea protect the fabric of their societies
Wt internal violence,

| 3) to ebtain US access to bases and facilities in

strategic places, and |

4) to dispos® natiens favorably toward the U8 {n
their diplomecy, their public seatiment, and the direc-
tion of their internal development. '
He raises three pertinent questions with respect te these

purposes.
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1) Hoes militnry aaais_ﬁa_nce of any kind (grant or
sales) serve these purposes at all in a given situation?

2) Does military grant aid serve them better than
other available instruments of policy?

3) Should tl:ae ssveral purposes of MAF be given equal
weight in dctcrm%ning the total number and funding levels
of country progr;m?

A major com%.ltuion of Secretary McNamara's memorane~
dum i{s that wh0r§ cur primary aim is to generate favorable .
attitudes toward ;the US MAP is 'gzij?;%ppropriate vehicle, =
and this purpose Lis not a sufficient justification for’ a
MAP program. While we can well understand, and in many
respects sympathire with, the factors which lead to this
conclusion, we quin::l.on whether it is in balance, a con-
clusion that is consistent _wi.t:h and vesponsive to the
needs of US socurity. In particular, we balieve that it
does raise important foreign policy issues which must be
carefully scrutinized,.

Secretxyy McNsmara'supports his judgements as follows:

1) The number of recipients of s:ant l.id has pro-

liferated from 12 countries in 1950 to about 63 1in 1966.

Many of the r(cipilntl have only token programs with
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 litrle military juatific;tgién, S

2) These mll progrm often help to support mili- |
tary forces which the countriss do not need, and which
detract foom Icoinmic developoment ¢fforts.

3) The prm;i.sinn of military material to one country
generatas dmndl frou neighboring countries for liﬂ.lu'
equipmant and thi.l leads to local arms races.

4) There m other m of exeraising US influence
in many cases (.; g-» development lsana, P.L. 480, train-
ing prograxs, ttc )

5) These mll prograng vhich have relatively lirtle
direct military Fati.onalc are difficult for DU to justify
to Congress. | | )

§) The Gonpé.-lu has placed a limit en the number of
MAP grant aid nﬁrhl recipients, and we must have some
rationale for dltlnd.n:ln; which countries should be included
in the MA? pmp:n.

These argmln!:l have a good deal of valtdi.ty in
certain specific E|.~.uu. In fact, moat of them have
existed in ons £om or ansthar since the first pro;nn
of military usittancc to Greece and Turhy was i.nluguratcd

uuussmm




_.by President Truman in 1943, and later in the mofercpmpre-
hensive Mutual Defense Asgistance Program of 1949. Thus,
the real question is not whether th‘ concerns expressed by
the Secretary of Defense are valid but rather whether
there are other considerations perhaps having even greater
force, We believe that there are, and thay they dictate
that the liabilities cited by Secretary McNamars be ﬁini-
mized, but essentizlly accepted as the price paid to
obtain vital security objectives of the US., What then
are these other considerationsa?

1) All MAP #id has a fundamental foreign policy objec-
tive., It was so intended by the Congress as is clearly
set forth in the law. In recognition of 1ts fund;mental
political orientation the determinaticn of countries who
are to be recipients and the determination of the size of

country programs has, since the inception of the program

- been vested in the Secretary of State, not the Secretary

of Defense. 1In short, we support with MAP thome countries

in which our foreign policy interests dictate such support.
There may be valid reasons for eliminating specific
country programs, These ‘
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.~. --might well be cithcr that our foreign policy interests

do not require such support or that HAP is an inefficient

vehicle for tha% job. (We will comment more on this point

subsequently.) Thus, we would maintsin that, while in

sSOme cases thtrc fs a clearer military rationale for

supporting mm forces, than there is in other cases,

it is sowewhat arbitrary and mislesding to separate mild-

tary from political purposes as the DOD memorandun does.
2) In many of the less developsd countries, military

— "

leaders are an important element in the social and politi-
cal structure, Vhﬂt we ﬁfu civilian regimes, we also
must, and t.n fact do, work with the enes that exist., It
is m@ly in our interest to approach such problems

as objectively as we can, for sur forwignppelicy cannot

be limited te just these mti.oh- whese internal systeas
we prefer. If we acted otherwise our relations with foreign
states might well be cut in half, or oven half again,
Moreover, in sems cases militsry regimss offer a bstter
Frospect for stability and a stronger bulwark against
Cormmunist subyersion than soms of the feagible civiliasn
‘alternatives (e.g., Indonesia, Thailand and Vietnam to
cite but thr-lz)‘. MA? i3 a msans of developing ties with
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__ the local nﬂitgry, influencing the structure, training
-and equipping of their military establishments and most
of all, influencing thex to take actions consisrent with
our objectives and interests.

3) While we should try, and do try, to avoid being
drawvn into competition in the supply of zrms, there are
tinswhnuuminourintmlmtodou:m“m

| to do so. If we offer minimal training programs while
the Sovists or Chiness offer major iqai.mt. the induce.
ment for recipients to opt for the latter is gbvi.eul.
But exsrcise of such an eption can result in replacement
of US influance on the particular government's affairs by
a Sovist or Chinese influence. We do not argus thsat such
is inevitably the case, ¥We do not even argus that we
shml;i in every case shrink from running the risk. We
do say that we should not deny to curselves, to our own
political leddership, the option which grant _ni.littry
assistance offers us to preclude Gommunist influence,
rather than tes be precluded by it.

4) Withdrawal of our grant aid will not, in and of
itself, cut off the supply of sophisticated military
equipment and dampen arms races. As notsd above, thare
are others willing and able to substitute their equipment

-
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__for ours., This includes not only the Soviets and the
CFR, but also some¢ of our allies. In many cases we will
be better able to control and dampen arms competition and
local conflicts by remaining in the game, it is
highly doubtful that US supplied arms accounted for the
India-Pakistan clash. The fundamental grievances between
the two nations could have flaired vhatever the aouch of
production of the guns and tanks. What is much clearer
ig that US cut-off of arms supply to an army standaréizcd
generally along US lines, placed enormous pressures upon
the Paks to cease hostilities as rapidly as they did.

5) Finally, as to Secretary McNamara's concern for
having to defend politically oriented programs we can
only say we agres fully. It 1= {;nppropriatc to place
this burden op the Secretary ofDefense and the Defense
Department. If justification axists it should fall to
the State Dapartmeat to stand up and ba counted before
the committees of Congress. If we fail in this task,
we fail, but shifting the burden to DOD is wrong. Hare
is a change in proceduse which can and should be made
and which, {f made, would clear the air. “., i

In sum, ve wokld conclude that MAP is and should

continue to be an important foreign policy tool even in
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__some countries where the military rationale for a program
is decidedly secondary. We cbviously should continue to
scrutinirse the value of MAP in esach country on & cass-by-
case basis to assure that the use of this tool in a given
circumstance doas mset US objoctises and te assure that
other technigues will not do the job better. Ha-tvqr,

we should not eliminate NAP programs just because there

is pot s straightforward military or hase rights rationale

for the program.
C. With respect to the role of MAP in external defense,

Mr. McNamara concludes: ‘'‘Where the external defense of
an ally is a central problea and where the lecal sconomy
is weak, MAP {s an appropriate, indeed s unique, finstru-
mant qf U8 policy." We agree with this conclusien.
Moreover, as we have pointed ocut in commenting upon
the DOD Ground Forces Memorandum, we nse at lsast three
trends which make for an increasing pessibility of external
aggression at the lower end of the hostilities spectrum.
The first 4is a continuance of wars of libaratisn. The
modumwmhummmmuyml
to participate in lower lml coaventional hostilities,
given the effect of the strategic uuclear stalesate and

third, the coming into existence of independent highly

TitaooHED
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-nationalistic states has already, and will unquestion-
ably in the future, involve frictions among them. What
Secretary McNamara's meworandum on Military Assistance
does not answer any more than does his wmamorandum on US
ground forces, {3 hew the US should formulete its poli-.
cies and programs to meet such circumstances. We feel,
for example, that there has been teo much of s tendency
in the planning of DOD materisl programs to assums,
perhaps implicitly, that it weuld be US force, in the

S

first instance, which would be injectad into international
- disturbances in the future. We do not believe this view
is held by Mr. McNamsra, but we do believe that the preo-
grans for developing our own US capabilitiss are, to a
large extent, implicitly predicatsd en just such a eon~
cept, Our gwn fesling is that the US sheuld not establish
itself as “the world's peliceman™ - a concept which the
Sscretary of State has frequently enunciated. DBut this
mzy woll mean that we have te £ind other ways for pro-
viding the mesars to securs at least minfmum stability,
and that specifically might well require military sssis-
tance, Morsover, where hostilities threaten te get

beyond the bmmdl of indigenous capabllities, we must be
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_..sure that there is a capacity to project US forces into

the conflict, 1f indeed that turns out to be the course
which our policy leaders decids upon. Here again MAP
fits into the picture. it is not encugh fer tbe US to
bave men, arms and transportation if we lack overflighe
ri;h:a.ﬂwhck:.tdmlm.hc:utmsadﬂ_gm
4is not an inicial indigensus military foree which is
capable of holding the fort until US ferces arrive.
Htmbound:o;aythntthomotthtmm

relationship between US and indigenous allied forces has ~

not been clearly thought through and srticulated in any
of the DOD memoranda, including the cne em Military
Assistance. And we hasten to add the respensibility is
at least as much that of the State Department as it is
ofthnhmtafmmt. For we should, in clese
snd joint ceosperatisn with DOD, define mere clearly what
our palicy sbjectives are and hew indigencus and US
uilitary force and forces relats te the accemplishment
of those objectives.

D. @ith respect to int€rnal gecurity the ssmorandum

- concludes:




"Intcml security, resting as it does
on actions across ths entire socio-political
spectrum must be achieved primarily through
the efforts of the ceuntry itself, and the
most important efferts are non-military. More-
over, there is a very practical limit to the
feasibilicy and wtility of US involvement in
these internal struggles ... When the need to

internsl security is the prisary jus-
tification for military assistance ... great
care must be taken te tailer the program to
the problems, and mst te provide equipmsnt
and services which are te to the
problen of external defense,

These are appropﬂ.:tc genersl qualilications or guidg-
lines to suggest with respsct ts the role of MAP. HSN-
even, the fact remsins that the US has found it in our
interest to involve ourselves whers threats to internal
security have emerged (e.g., Thailand), and strengthen-
ing of wmilitary and paramilitary forcas has besn an ele-
ment in such programs. The recognitisos that MAP alone
cannot solve the problem may suggest the need for larger
and more imsginarive efforts in other fields rather than
the reduction and censtriction ef MAP. $n shert, the
very complexiry of the imternal sacnrity preblem which
is cired in the mawmorandum suggest that the criteris for
MAP aid nsed to be sulle and flexible.

"Ihe use of MAP assistamce as s quid pro guo for
base rights is sometimes cumbersome, but it is the form

BRI




of payment most in demard by the countries providing

bases,” concludes the mecorandum.  However, the desira-
bility of nl:l.ng?othtr nnm of payment, where possible,
is suggested, No changes are suggested at this time,
and provision iz wmade for continued MAP aid to Spain,
Portugal, Ethiopia and Libya primarily on these grounds.
Howsver, the bases considered by DOD are primarily n‘tli-_

tary bases, OQur: grugg intelligence facilities in

stveral areas do :w to be taken into account

in considering the role o MAP {in relstion to bases. For

example, no MAP grmz aid fer Pakistan 1is proposed, and
while thers ave i.ﬁportm: political revasons for this
position, J

this polic

i
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8imilarly, the rationale for the Turkish program is
based solely on the external defense objective without
explicit rscognitien of the important bases what we
bhold thers. While recognigion of the base requirement
would not necessarily change the ch.lxlctlr”qg MAP f;r
Turikey, we balieve 1t well might, Our recent discussions
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with the Turks indicate that additional MAP will be a

quid pro quo for extension of present vital facilities

agreements in Turkey.
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